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7068, 750 07 Uppsala, SwedenCertification schemes that aim to provide an assurance on animal
welfare have been developed in many countries but there is no
internationally agreed mechanism for recognising the equiva-
lence of animal welfare schemes. The lack of standardisation is
a complication in international trade as the lack of clarity may
impede demand for products from animals reared according to
specified levels of welfare. An important first step is to define a
credible best practice framework for animal welfare certification
schemes that could apply in any country. Schemes may aim to
provide assurance on minimum levels of welfare or may also
aim to promote welfare improvement within their schemee
ier Ltd. Amembership. It is proposed here that certification schemes
wishing to make animal welfare claims could adopt a scheme
level continuous improvement approach, as alreadyused inqual-
ity and environmental certification schemes, to promote
improvement at a farm level. It is suggested that this can be
achieved by using the following four generic principles. Firstly
the scheme can operate a management system that co-
ordinates schemeactivitieswhichactively promote improvement
in animal welfare within participating farms. This management
system should include the following generic steps: plan (establish
the objectives including desired outcomes, scheme requirements
and monitoring processes), do (implement scheme inspection
systems and support structures), check (measure and monitor
the process and results) and improve (take action to improve per-
formance). Secondly the scheme should develop progressive re-
sources and outcomes requirements that comply with relevant
legislation, encourage the provision of opportunities valued by
the animals, promote farm level continuous improvement in
important welfare outcomes and require innovation not to
compromise welfare goals. Thirdly the scheme should target its
assessment and support resources on important welfare con-
cerns.Activities should includeassessment of relevantwelfare re-
quirements andoutcomes, promoting interest amongst farmers in
their management, ensuring technical advice is available and in-
sisting on remedial action for those farmers with consistent poor
outcomes. Finally by taking an evidence-based, participatoryand
transparent approach the scheme should also embrace external
scrutiny and involvement.Introduction
Certification schemes in several countries have been devel-
oped to provide assurances to consumers on animal welfare
and other societal concerns (Mench, 2008; Veissier,
Butterworth, Bock, & Roe, 2008). The existence of animal
welfare schemes implies that animal welfare is a legitimate
quality attribute valued by consumers. However, in those
markets, where animal welfare is valued, there are often a
number of different private standards operating to different
inspection, certification or accreditation systems with
different information provided to consumers. This inevi-
tably leads to consumer confusion. For example in the
UK the UK Farm Animal Welfare Committee (2011) sug-
gested that “Many consumers are motivated about animal
welfare but are confused with information that is provided
and are thereby frustrated in their choice.” The availabilityll rights reserved.
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to societal interest in animal welfare. It is difficult to quan-
tify the relative value that citizens in different countries
place on animal welfare and other ethical concerns
(Thompson et al., 2011). However, it is clear from surveys
such as the Eurobarometer (EC, 2005) that citizens in
different countries place a different value on animal wel-
fare. This means that approaches used to improve animal
welfare in the industrialized countries may not transfer
easily to other countries (Fraser, 2008). However, Fraser
does also suggest that “voluntary positive labelling” can
play a role in the animal welfare requirements of interna-
tional corporations purchasing livestock products from
less industrialised countries.
International standards concerning animal welfare,
including transport, slaughter, emergency euthanasia, beef-
cattle and broilers, have been produced by the World Orga-
nisation for Animal Health (OIE, 2013). It has been
proposed that these guidelines could be incorporated into
“bi- and multilateral agreements, voluntary corporate co-
des, and transparent labelling of products” (Thiermann &
Babcock, 2005). In addition to suggesting that OIE stan-
dards should be used as benchmarks, OIE calls for
increased “transparency of private standards” (2010). How-
ever, the current OIE standards do not provide a framework
for defining the welfare standards of livestock products.
Whilst an international framework continues to be absent
it is difficult for the food industry to trade products with
a definable welfare status when different countries use
different private certification schemes. In contrast the
agreed international frameworks available for the organic
sector have facilitated significant international trade in
organic products (Raynolds, 2004).
As part of the European Union Strategy for the Protec-
tion and Welfare of Animals 2012e2015 “a simplified
EU legislative framework for animal welfare” has been pro-
posed (EC, 2012). The European Commission suggested
that this framework should consider “transparency and ad-
equacy of information to consumers on animal welfare for
their purchase choice”. Regulatory frameworks do already
exist for organic certification schemes. For some species,
such as laying hens, legislation has been introduced that de-
fines the labelling terms for production systems. The stand-
ardisation of welfare assessment measures, which enable
standardisation of welfare assessment at a farm level, is
also likely to be an important component of any consumer
information system (Blokhuis, Veissier, Miele, & Jones,
2010). However, there is no current consensus on a com-
mon framework for certification schemes wishing to
make animal welfare claims to consumers.
The aim of this article is to define a set of best practice
principles that would apply to an effective certification
scheme that aims to include animal welfare within its
scope. This proposed best practice framework is a sug-
gested generic set of principles that could have several ap-
plications. Firstly, the principles could be used by schemesto inform the future development of their own characteris-
tics and processes. Secondly, they could be used by policy
makers wishing to evaluate the quality of animal welfare
claims of schemes. Lastly, if the framework was incorpo-
rated into international agreements on product information
systems, this could facilitate the trade in products from an-
imals reared according to specified levels of welfare.
A critical component of the proposed framework is that a
scheme aims to improve animal welfare amongst its mem-
bers rather than simply certify compliance with static mini-
mum requirements. This is analogous to sustainability
certification schemes where the goal is to change and
improve practice rather than to certify existing practice.
The ISEAL Alliance (2010), a network of organisations
providing sustainability focused standards, has developed a
code of practice that “helps standards systems to better un-
derstand the sustainability results of their work”. The code
of practice suggests that the following principles are neces-
sary for an effective scheme: appropriate scope, practical
focus, quality, openness (transparency), effective communi-
cation, broad participation, learning, improving and institu-
tional capacity. The proposed framework presented here
for animal welfare certification schemes has used concepts
presented in the ISEAL code of practice. The article has
also been informed by the experiences of two established or-
ganisations (RSPCA and Soil Association) with certification
schemes that have attempted to continually improve the wel-
fare assurance they provide consumers.
Different approaches used by certification schemes
Different approaches may be taken by certification
schemes to provide assurance on animal welfare.
Resource-based approach
The approach used by many certification schemes is to
define requirements for resources that are considered impor-
tant to the animal (Mench, 2008). Compliance with such
minimum resource requirements, such as stocking density,
bedding type and water facilities, has been used by several
schemes as part of the qualifying criteria for membership
and the use of the relevant scheme’s logo on products. In a
review for the European Commission (2009), the RSPCA
Freedom Food (UK), Label Rouge (France) and Bioland
(Germany) schemes were described as exemplar animal wel-
fare schemes using this approach. Different levels of
resource requirements are used in the Global Animal Part-
nership scheme which defines a tiered system of six labelling
descriptors ranging from step 1: no crowding, cages or crates
to step 5þ: animal-centered entire life on the same farm
(Duncan, Park, & Malleau, 2012).
Labelling products according to the production system,
such as egg labelling (EC, 2008), and the voluntary code
of practice produced by the UK pig industry (BPEX,
2011), rely upon definitions of minimum resource require-
ments. These production systems descriptors include fea-
tures such as access to an outdoor environment at
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sumers wishing to have a basic understanding of the pro-
duction system. However, these production systems can
have a variable impact on different aspects of welfare
which are often not easily grasped by consumers. For
example, even though, free-range hens may have increased
behavioural freedom there may be some increased risk of
disease and parasitism compared to cage systems
(Blokhuis et al., 2007).
Different schemes may use scientific evidence, estab-
lished experience and practical common sense to define
resource requirements. A key challenge for a resource-
based approach is that the variability between farms in
day to day management can lead to significant variability
in animal welfare within both production systems
(Sherwin, Richards, & Nicol, 2010) and certification
schemes (Main, Whay, Green, & Webster, 2003). Although
resources may be relatively easy to assess, they are not suf-
ficient, on their own, to ensure an expected level of welfare
is being achieved. In addition, the prescriptive nature of re-
sources can, in some circumstances, potentially limit inno-
vation amongst farmers who may be able to deliver
comparable welfare by using alternative husbandry
practices.
Outcome-based approach
Several organisations have recommended implementing
an outcomes-based approach into welfare assurance (EFSA,
2012; FAWC, 2005; FAWF, 2011), i.e. focussing on assess-
ing health and behaviour in addition to prescribing inputs.
The potential application of an outcome-based approach,
by assessing welfare, has been helped by the publication
of standardised assessment protocols for cattle, pigs and
poultry (Blokhuis et al., 2010; Welfare Quality, 2009).
These protocols standardise the assessment of individual
key welfare measures, such as lameness or cleanliness,
and define how the results can be integrated into an overall
farm assessment for welfare.
There are examples of schemes and retailers already us-
ing welfare outcomes as part of their assurance procedures.
For example, Grandin (2012) describes an approach used
by major fast-food restaurants where slaughter plants either
pass or fail an audit based on observations of animals for
certain behaviours, such as falling and vocalisations. The
RSPCA Freedom Food and Soil Association schemes
have introduced the formal assessment of outcome mea-
sures, such as feather cover and cleanliness for laying
hens, to promote awareness and improvement of key wel-
fare issues amongst their members (Main, Mullan et al.,
2012). Welfare outcome assessment during the visit can
help the scheme promote the use of outcome scoring as a
farm level management tool, target the dissemination of
technical information to those farms that need support
and provide verifiable evidence for farms failing to comply
with outcome-based standards. For example, assessment of
feather loss on a sample of birds could be used to supportthe assessment of the following UK welfare code require-
ment: “If behavioural problems occur, which manifest
themselves in injurious feather pecking, they should be
tackled immediately by appropriate changes in the system
of management” (DEFRA, 2002). Farms compliant with
this requirement would be expected to minimise feather
loss by using appropriate husbandry practices, such as pro-
moting range use, managing litter and providing environ-
mental enrichment that have been shown to reduce levels
of injurious pecking (Lambton et al., 2013).
Outcome measures are unlikely to replace all resource
measures, especially where welfare science has demon-
strated with reasonable certainty that the resources convey
genuine welfare benefits and/or are clearly related to posi-
tive outcome measures. Furthermore there are some chal-
lenges in assessing some parameters (especially
behaviour-based) in a reliable, consistent, time efficient
way (Knierim & Winckler, 2009). There are critical chal-
lenges with respect to the time taken to sample sufficient
numbers of animals (Mullan et al., 2009) and ensuring
standardisation between assessors (Mullan, Edwards,
Butterworth, Whay, & Main, 2011b). Introduction of auto-
matic monitoring technologies may address some of these
difficulties in the future (Rushen, Chapinal, & de Passille,
2012).
Continuous improvement-based approach
An approach taken within international quality assur-
ance (ISO 9001) and environmental management standards
(ISO 14001) is to include requirements for continuous
improvement within a certified organisation. A continuous
improvement approach requires regular monitoring of
pre-defined criteria (resource and/or outcome-based). A
management system then ensures preventive and corrective
action is taken to maximise levels of these criteria. Bench-
marking performance is often used to identify targets for
improvement. For quality assurance programmes the focus
is on improving the service or product for the client,
whereas in environmental management the focus is on min-
imising the environmental impact of the company. This
approach could also be applied to the goal of maximising
welfare at the level of the farm and, therefore, the scheme.
Webster (2009) advocated two continuous improvement cy-
cles involving assessment, action and review both at the
farm and at the retailer level.
A continuous improvement approach has been widely
advocated at a farm level within farm animal veterinary
medicine. Management of disease on farms would include
basic management concepts, such as planning preventive
and treatment protocols, health recording and regular re-
view of progress (Radostits, 2001). In order to maximize
on-farm welfare, this continuous improvement approach
should include the results of welfare assessments in addi-
tion to disease levels. Requirements for health management
have been included within some farm assurance schemes,
however, the critical challenge with many farmers is to
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simply complying with the minimum paperwork require-
ments (Bell et al., 2006).
At a scheme level, certification schemes, accredited by
their relevant national body to the EN45011/ISO Guide
65 standard, are already required to operate a quality man-
agement system. This includes regular internal audits and
monitoring of assessment performance. However, these
accreditation requirements are usually focused on contin-
uous improvement of the scheme’s internal inspection and
certification processes rather than on aiming to stimulate
members towards continuous improvement. The scheme
level management system, however, can also aim to pro-
mote behaviour change amongst their members. For
example, the ISEAL impact code (2010) recognises that
sustainability certification schemes can actively promote a
positive change amongst the scheme’s membership. It ad-
vocates the co-ordination of “supporting strategies”, such
as incentives, training and communication activities, to
encourage behavioural change. A range of motivations
including economic, education, encouragement and
enforcement focused activities could be used by certifica-
tion schemes to promote welfare improvement (Main &
Mullan, 2012). Animal welfare benefits, such as reduced
levels of lameness (Green, Hedges, Schukken, Blowey, &
Packington, 2002), may also be associated with productiv-
ity and hence economical benefits. Highlighting these win-
win situations can be part of a scheme’s intervention strat-
egy. Previous studies have shown that co-ordinated inter-
vention strategies can positively influence farmer
behaviour and reduce levels of mastitis and lameness in
dairy cattle (Jansen, van Schaik, Renes, & Lam, 2010;
Main, Leach et al., 2012). Since certification schemes are
visiting farms regularly they can play a significant role in
these co-ordinated interventions.
A continuous improvement culture at scheme and farm
level has significant potential to drive welfare improve-
ment. However, two farms with pro-active continuous
improvement management systems may have very different
welfare outcomes if they started from a different baseline
position or were based on different production systems.
Hence implementation of a continuous improvement strat-
egy doesn’t imply the inevitable attainment of a specific
level of welfare. This means that the continuous improve-
ment approach could be used in addition to but should
not replace either the resource or outcome-based approach.
Proposed best practice framework for improving farm
animal welfare
Based upon the above overview of existing approaches it
seems reasonable that a combination of resource, outcome
and continuous improvement approaches is likely to be an
effective approach for welfare certification schemes. How-
ever, in order to deliver a genuine improvement in welfare
it is proposed here that the scheme’s various activities
should be co-ordinated in a planned systematic way basedupon four generic principles summarised in Fig. 1 and dis-
cussed in more detail below. The primary intention here is
to describe a best practice framework for certification
schemes. A scheme in this context would include a broad
range of elements such as standards (minimum require-
ments for scheme members), advice (support for members),
inspection (assessment of compliance with standards), cer-
tification (approving scheme members) and accreditation
(approval of the certification procedures). Each scheme
may achieve these functions in a range of organisation
structures. This article aims to define what a scheme should
achieve rather than how a scheme should achieve them.
Whilst the principles outlined here have been designed
for certification schemes, they may also be relevant for
any organisation wanting to provide assurance on animal
welfare standards within groups of farms. For example,
many farmers organise themselves into marketing groups
in order to sell their products under one brand. For those
groups wanting to make animal welfare claims for their
products, this framework could be used to guide the neces-
sary processes required for these claims. Also, retailers
sourcing products from a number of farms could use this
framework to promote continuous improvement in their
supply chain. However, it is also important to demonstrate
compliance with standards on participating farms. The ex-
isting international certification body standard, EN45011/
ISO Guide 65, would give confidence that the scheme is
verifying that farms comply with the schemes standards
on a regular (normally annually) basis. As described later,
the quality management procedures included within this
standard would complement the welfare management sys-
tem proposed below. The current EU regulation (EU,
2007) already requires that organic certification bodies
are accredited to this standard.
The framework is intended to be relevant for any scheme
wishing to make any animal welfare claims. However, con-
trols over “higher” animal welfare claims may need further
clarification and definition. Some suggested approaches to
defining a higher benchmark are outlined later.
Principle 1: Dynamic welfare management system
Promoting continuous improvement in welfare requires
a commitment from the scheme to improve welfare
amongst its scheme members in addition to certifying
that those members achieve the defined minimum stan-
dards. This improvement can be achieved by appropriate
use of standards and supporting strategies (see below).
However, to maximise the effectiveness of these activities
it is proposed that management principles, as currently
used within some quality and environmental management
systems (described above) should also be adopted.
It is proposed here that a scheme should operate a wel-
fare management system that will promote a systematic
pro-active approach to welfare improvement. The proposed
critical steps are based on quality management principles
(Oakland, 1993), and are summarised as follows: plan
Fig. 1. Summary of best practice framework for a farm assurance scheme claiming to promote higher animal welfare.
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cesses), do (implement the standards and supporting strate-
gies), check (measure and monitor the process and results)
and improve (take action to improve performance).
The key elements of a welfare management system
would be similar to those required in quality and environ-
mental management, i.e. defining an overall policy,planning specific objectives and programmes, implement-
ing programmes, monitoring effectiveness and management
review. The implementation stage would require defining
responsibilities, ensuring competence and compliance
with standards, communicating within the scheme
personnel, and control of documented procedures. The
monitoring phase would include definition of the critical
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such as evaluation of compliance, corrective action and in-
ternal audit.
Since many of these processes are already requirements
of certification bodies accredited to EN45011/ISO Guide
65 it may be quite feasible to adopt existing procedures.
The critical difference here is that a scheme would include
the aim of welfare improvement amongst their members in
addition to demonstrating compliance with the relevant
standard. This is analogous to the need for organisations
certified to ISO 14001 to demonstrate an on-going improve-
ment in environmental performance.
It is essential that the continuous improvement culture is
promoted throughout the organisation as a management
philosophy rather than adding additional layers of bureau-
cracy. It is the spirit and culture of continuous improvement
that is essential to promote. This pro-active culture may
need to involve more than one organisation in the standards
setting, inspection, certification and advisory roles associ-
ated with a scheme. Indeed the relevant certification body
accreditation standard (EN45011/ISO Guide 65) requires
that the body responsible for certification decisions is inde-
pendent of the standards setting body. Even though a sepa-
rate organisation may be responsible for certifying against
the requirements, it is important to clarify who has primary
ownership of the scheme and responsibility for the future
development of the scheme. In most cases this will be the
body responsible for developing the scheme requirements.
Furthermore it is usually the reputation of the scheme
owner that is at risk if the scheme is perceived to fail.
Whatever the scheme’s organisational structure, the welfare
management system suggested here needs absolute clarity
of responsibility to ensure the management goals are fully
implemented.
Principle 2: Progressive standards
Defining the important resources that must be provided
by participating farms within the relevant certification
scheme standard is a well established mechanism for
ensuring minimum welfare requirements are provided to
animals. Review of standards should be integrated into
the schemes welfare management system. It is suggested
here that the following four key principles are relevant
for an animal welfare scheme.
Clearly the standards should include at least the relevant
legislation and codes of practice. Compliance with these
basic legal requirements must be an essential first step for
schemes wishing to make welfare claims. The primary
focus of legislation and codes of practice is usually to
ensure the avoidance of harm. For example the general
EU regulation (EC, 1998) protecting farm animals requires
that “farmers have regard to animal’s physiological and
ethological needs in accordance with established experi-
ence and scientific knowledge”. Legislation, therefore, pro-
vides a useful baseline for any welfare scheme. Where
suitable national legislation does not exist then a schemecould use an alternative minimum. For example, schemes
operating in countries outside of the European Union could
use relevant European directives, or OIE welfare
guidelines.
Secondly welfare schemes should encourage the provi-
sion of additional opportunities that are valued or wanted
by the animal. Dawkins (2008) has suggested that, along-
side good health, providing animals what they want “cap-
tures what most people mean by welfare”. The emphasis
here should be to provide resources that the animal chooses
to use (i.e. finds reinforcing) rather than a naturalness
concept which as discussed by Dawkins could include
negative aspects such as being chased by a predator. A suit-
able definition of an opportunity in this context is “a
resource that an animal does not need for biological fitness
but is valued (i.e. used) by the animal” (FAWC, 2009). A
full consideration of suitable resources that could be classi-
fied as additional opportunities is beyond the scope of this
article. Mullan, Edwards, Butterworth, Whay, and Main
(2011a) and Edgar, Mullan, Pritchard, McFarlane, and
Main (2013) have described different levels of resources
that may be valued by pigs and laying hens respectively.
Using these resource tiers it may provide a framework for
schemes to describe which additional resources are
required by the scheme. Perhaps schemes making “any” an-
imal welfare claims could provide at least some of these
opportunities whereas those wanting to make “higher” wel-
fare claims could include more of these resources.
Thirdly, standards should promote continuous
improvement at the farm level. For example, the standards
could include farm health and welfare planning require-
ments that promote quality management principles such
as plan, do, check and improve. This continuous improve-
ment culture should apply to all the key health and welfare
concerns specific to a farm. Farm level management should
include preventive and treatment protocols, recording sys-
tems to reliably and accurately monitor welfare outcomes,
regular review with appropriate advisors (including veteri-
nary surgeons) and corrective action for improvement.
Farm assurance schemes in several countries (Bell et al.,
2006; Sibley, 2000) have promoted the uptake of health
planning.
Finally, the standards promote the use of outcome-based
requirements that allow innovation at the farm level to
enhance the intended welfare goals. This approach was
included within the European Union Strategy for the Pro-
tection and Welfare of Animals (2012) which suggested
that future legislation should consider “the use of science-
based animal welfare indicators as a possible means to
simplify the legal framework and allow flexibility to
improve competitiveness of livestock producers”. This is
an attractive concept as excessive prescriptive standards
may restrict the ability of farmers to develop more innova-
tive and potentially better housing systems. However, these
standards do require verification, so it is also important that
schemes use validated and benchmarked outcome
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ensure that appropriate outcomes are achieved.Principle 3: Targeted assessment and support for
behavioural change
Schemes interested in improving welfare outcomes will
need to identify and target the most important health and
welfare concerns. The goal here is that targeted assessment
and support should result in behaviour change (i.e. hus-
bandry improvements) amongst the membership. A scheme
should focus their activities on the critical welfare issues
for a species. An example of prioritised list of welfare con-
cerns for each species has been produced by the European
Animal Welfare Platform (2012). These priorities are likely
to evolve over time as each issue is successfully addressed
and other priorities emerge during the management review
(Principle 1). A review of possible methods for promoting
behavioural change are beyond the scope of this article,
however, the following broad approaches are likely to be
relevant.
Firstly, the scheme should stimulate interest amongst
members in actively managing the key welfare issues pre-
sent on their farms. This can be achieved by various
methods including a pro-active discussion with the farm
staff on the commercial value of observing and managing
key welfare issues, joint welfare assessments of a sample
of animals, and providing benchmarked feedback contain-
ing the results of an on-farm welfare assessment. Group
level activity can be particularly effective, so facilitating
groups of farmers interested in managing similar welfare is-
sues may also promote interest.
Secondly, the scheme should ensure that appropriate
technical advice is available. Again this can be achieved
by a number of methods, including providing technical re-
sources (leaflets, web site), training of farm advisors
including veterinary surgeons, or facilitating input from
additional external expertise when required. Existing indus-
try or government initiatives may be available to help with
this support. However, where existing resources or support
are not available then the certification scheme may need to
act to fulfil the specific needs.
Finally, the scheme should also be prepared to issue
non-compliance against scheme standards where welfare
assessment results for certain issues on particular farms
are not satisfactory. Although existing schemes are usually
able to issue non-compliances based on informal observa-
tion of animals and the professional judgement of assessors.
Formal observation of welfare outcomes should increase
the consistency of this assessment (Main, Mullan et al.,
2012).Principle 4: External scrutiny and involvement
The effectiveness of any internal management system is
usually enhanced by involvement of others outside of the
management system to ensure credibility and benchmarking.It is, therefore, proposed that thewelfaremanagement system
should adopt the following approaches.
Firstly, evidence-based decision making should logi-
cally be the foundation for any intervention. As in other
disciplines, peer reviewed, suitably designed investigations
provide the best form of evidence. However, where this ev-
idence does not exist, expert opinion may need to be part of
the decision making process. For critical information gaps,
examples of best practice can be used. The Welfare Qual-
ity (Blokhuis et al., 2010) protocols can provide a suitable
evidence-base for decision making in animal welfare. The
protocols are intended to be holistic and include a wide
range of welfare relevant criteria so they can be used to
guide the prioritisation of the outcome measures that should
be the focus for the supporting strategies.
Secondly, a participatory approach is necessary to
maximise the stakeholder support for implementation of
standards and supporting strategies and to improve the
robustness of the scheme’s policies. A key step is to iden-
tify the relevant organisations that may be influencing
members of the certification scheme. For each organisation,
it is then important to consider what their interests and po-
tential for positive influence are likely to be. Different
stakeholders are likely to need different approaches.
Finally transparency is important to enable external
scrutiny and thereby validity of the suggested initiatives
and then to promote uptake of effective approaches by other
schemes or food industry. A successful welfare scheme
should aim to influence others positively. This requires
transparency of both processes and outcomes including
sharing failures as well as successes, which would also
have the benefit of allowing the wider community to learn
from the schemes experiences. This approach also requires
responsible and considered reactions from all external
stakeholders if transparency on so-called ‘failures’ is to
result in a positive response and motivation to improve,
rather than defensiveness from and demoralisation of
scheme members.
Discussion
The proposed best practice principles outlined here are
intended to identify key features of schemes that can
deliver a genuine assurance of animal welfare when fully
embraced and implemented. These principles have several
applications. They can be used by schemes themselves to
inform the future development of their own schemes.
They could also be used by policy makers wanting to re-
view the credibility of animal welfare claims and overall
quality of the scheme. In addition if incorporated into
future labelling the framework could facilitate the trade
in products with specified levels of welfare.
The framework presented here includes resource,
outcome and continuous improvement approaches in order
to define the best practice principles for schemes to have
the greatest impact on welfare. The explicit intention here
is to shift the attention away from previous debates
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outcome assessment which have dominated welfare legisla-
tion and certification standard development. If schemes are
ever able to demonstrate delivery of genuine welfare
improvement it is argued here that all potential mechanisms
should be used in a planned co-coordinated approach. It is
hoped that this generic framework will be used by animal
welfare certification schemes to promote sharing of ideas
designed to stimulate welfare improvement. The process
of developing this framework has already been used within
the RSPCA Freedom Food and Soil Association schemes to
identify useful internal modifications to existing proce-
dures. Both schemes were already working on introducing
welfare outcomes into monitoring procedures (Cooper &
Wrathall, 2010; Main, Leach et al., 2012; Main, Mullan
et al., 2012). The schemes have also reviewed the gover-
nance structure to ensure co-ordination of animal welfare
initiatives across their relevant organisations is optimal.
Embedding welfare outcome assessment into the scheme
is an essential component of the proposed framework.
Where possible, outcome measures should be harmonised
to allow schemes to benchmark themselves with other
similar schemes. Standardisation requires adoption of inter-
national protocols for measures, such as the Welfare Qual-
ity, and collaboration with other schemes to ensure
consistent assessment with trained observers.
The approach outlined here is designed to complement
other welfare initiatives. For example some animal welfare
organisations (Compassion in World Farming, RSPCA,
WSPA and Soil Association, 2012) are actively campaign-
ing for an extension of mandatory method of production
labelling beyond laying hens to other species
(Anonymous, 2012). The increase in non-cage laying hen
production that followed mandatory labelling is evidence
that consumers respond to labelling terms that are simple
to understand (AgraCEAS Consulng et al., 2009). However,
whilst some behavioural outcomes are very different be-
tween caged and non-caged systems, there is a significant
variation in health-related outcomes within husbandry sys-
tems (Sherwin et al., 2010). A certification scheme
adhering to the framework outlined here would aim to
improve these health outcomes. This would promote the
achievement of the true welfare potential of the husbandry
system.
It is also important to recognise the limitations of the
scope of the framework described here. The intention was
to define the best practice principles for a scheme wishing
tomake “any”welfare claims. So even though the framework
promotes a continuous improvement approach in all
schemes, the extent to which resource standards should
exceed legislation and codes of practice is not defined here.
It is reasonable to expect that more ambitious marketing
claims, such as “higher” welfare, meet additional thresholds
to give further confidence to the consumer or food chain. For
example, legislation should be exceeded to the extent that
they can be genuinely considered to offer a significantimprovement to welfare. The UK Farm Animal Welfare
Committee (FAWC, 2009) has suggested that provision of
certain opportunities could be used to define a “good life”
above a “life worth living”. A significant challenge, when at-
tempting to define “higher” welfare claims, is the relative
lack of scientific investigation into what constitutes “good”
or “positive” welfare. There has been some discussion on
what constitutes positive welfare (Boissy et al., 2007;
Mellor, 2012; Yeates &Main, 2008). However, most welfare
science to date has focused on the welfare harms associated
with failure to provide certain resources rather than the wel-
fare benefits of providing a resource which even if absent
does not cause a harm. Even though further research on pos-
itivewelfarewould bewelcome it seems reasonable to justify
“higher” welfare claims when scheme requirements include
”good life” opportunities that are valued, but not necessarily
needed, by animals (FAWC, 2009).
However, as detailed in the European Union Strategy for
the Protection and Welfare of Animals 2012e2015, we ur-
gently need to provide “transparency and adequacy of infor-
mation to consumers on animal welfare for their purchase
choice”. The best practice principles described here could
be used as a starting point for discussions on suitable interna-
tional standards for animal welfare focused schemes. Volun-
tary agreements between interested scheme owners in
different countries could form a basis for defining the mutual
recognition of “higher”welfare schemes. Similar approaches
have been used in other sectors. For example a voluntary
agreement between organic certifying bodies has led to a
Global Organic Textile which enables mutual recognition
of schemes in different countries.References
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